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Patronizing prostitute who was victim of human trafficking; conspiracy to commit
trafficking in persons; appeal from trial court’s order pursuant to statute (§ 54-
102a (a) and (b)), in response to motions by state and certain of defendant’s
victims, requiring defendant to submit to examination for sexually transmitted
diseases (STDs) and testing for presence of human immunodeficiency virus (HIV);
whether trial court’s order was appealable final judgment; whether defendant’s
conviction of charged crimes during pendency of appeal had bearing, jurisdic-
tional or otherwise, on defendant’s appeal; whether trial court abused discretion
conferred on it by § 54-102a (b) in ordering defendant to submit to HIV testing;
claim that trial court was obligated to adhere to requirement set forth in statute
(§ 19a-582 (d) (8)) that it find, before ordering HIV testing, clear and imminent
danger to public health or health of person and that person seeking testing of
defendant has demonstrated compelling need for test result that cannot be accom-
modated by other means; whether issuance of order for HIV testing pursuant to
§ 54-102a (b) based solely on finding that conditions of that statute have been
met violates defendant’s right to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures
under article first, § 7, of Connecticut constitution; claim that trial court must
find, before issuing order for examination for STDs or HIV testing pursuant to
§ 54-102a, that there is probable cause to believe that defendant has STD or HIV.
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Murder; attempt to commit robbery first degree; conspiracy to commit robbery first

degree; criminal possession of firearm; claim that trial court improperly denied
motion to suppress rifle found at defendant’s residence on ground that it was
illegally obtained during warrantless search, in violation of federal and state
constitutions; whether trial court properly denied defendant’s motion to suppress
rifle based on independent source doctrine; claim that search warrant for defen-
dant’s residence was not supported by probable cause; claim that trial court improp-
erly denied defendant’s motion to suppress statements made during interrogation
because they were not voluntary; whether certain coercive interrogation tactics,
including questioning defendant while he was sleep-deprived, false evidence ploys,
maximizing consequences of not confessing, threatening defendant’s family with
arrest, and suggesting that defendant’s confession would be met with leniency
had combined effect of overbearing defendant’s will; whether this court should
adopt prophylactic rule under state constitution that would require Connecticut
trial courts to strongly consider whether coercive interrogation tactics raise ques-
tions about voluntariness of confession.
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Murder; certification from Appellate Court; claim that evidence was insufficient to
support defendant’s conviction; whether Appellate Court properly upheld defen-
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dant’s conviction; adoption of portion of Appellate Court’s opinion addressing
defendant’s evidentiary insufficiency claim as proper statement of applicable law
concerning that issue.
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Murder with special circumstances; unpreserved claim that trial court incorrectly
instructed jury that, if it found that there was temporal nexus between murders,
it could find that state had proven ‘‘in the course of a single transaction’’ element
of murder with special circumstances; whether defendant implicitly waived unpre-
served claim of instructional error under State v. Kitchens (299 Conn. 447);
whether defendant’s claim of instructional error failed under third prong of State
v. Golding (213 Conn. 233); whether trial court committed plain error by failing
to provide jury, sua sponte, with special credibility instruction as to testimony of
witness who defendant claimed was perpetrator of victims’ murders; unpreserved
claim that trial court violated defendant’s constitutional rights to counsel and to
present defense by precluding defense counsel from arguing during closing argu-
ment that absence of testimony from certain witness created reasonable doubt;
whether trial court reasonably determined that defense counsel was making
improper missing witness argument.
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Debt collection; special defenses; breach of fiduciary duty; claim that trial court

could not have reasonably found that defendant, general partner in several limited
partnerships, lacked notice of certain promissory notes entered into by managing
general partner of those limited partnerships; whether there was any evidence
that defendant was aware of execution of promissory notes; whether there was
clear and convincing evidence of fair dealing; claim that trial court erred in failing
to address relevant factors under Konover Development Corp. v. Zeller (228 Conn.
206), which outlines how fiduciary may demonstrate that particular transaction
is fair; claim that trial court, in reaching conclusion that third party breached
fiduciary duty to defendant, committed number of legal errors that required rever-
sal; claim that trial court improperly rendered judgment for defendant on promis-
sory notes issued to third party even though it concluded that third party had not
breached any fiduciary duty it owed to defendant.

Brookstone Homes, LLC v. Merco Holdings, LLC, 208 CA 789 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61A
Breach of contract; lis pendens; application to discharge lis pendens; joint appeal;

whether appeal as to trial court’s order granting application to discharge lis
pendens was moot because order had been recorded on land records; whether, even
if appeal was moot, appeal satisfied exception to mootness for matters that are
capable of repetition yet evading review; whether appeal as to breach of contract
action should be dismissed for lack of final judgment.
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Employment discrimination; whether trial court properly upheld decision of defen-

dant Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities that employee had proven
intentional discrimination based on ancestry by plaintiff employer; claim that
there was insufficient evidence that discharge of employee was motivated by
discriminatory animus; claim that record did not permit reasonable inference
that reasons for discharging defendant employee were pretextual.
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of petition for certification to appeal from judgment denying petition for writ of
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